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REMARKS 

Applicant notes the indication of allowability of claim 4, as well as the withdrawal 
of the restriction requirement as to claims 5 and 6, directed to non-elected species II. 
Claims 5 and 6 include all of the limitations of allowable claim 4 and are, therefore, 
allowable therewith. 

Claims 1 and 4-14 stand objected to because of a number of informalities 
specifically identified by the Examiner. 

In claim 1, the Examiner finds that the recitation of "A connection verifying device 
for a pipe and a connector . . infers that the pipe and connector are only being 
functionally claimed. Yet, in various portions of the claim including the last three lines, 
positive recitation of various elements of the connector makes it unclear as to whether the 
connector is being claimed in combination with the device or not. For examination 
purposes, the claim has been interpreted as if the connector is being claimed in combination 
with the device. 

Applicants intent in claim 1 is to claim only the connection verifying device. 
Therefore, claim 1 has been amended to place details of the connector in the preamble of 
the claim and to refer to the connector elements in the body of the claim with functional 
language. 

The Examiner finds the phrase "the connection engageable portion on the non- 
engageable part of the retainer" to lack proper antecedent basis. Claim 1 has been amended 
to change the word "on" in line 25 to "and". This is believed to properly address the 
Examiner's objection since the phrase now has support in the preamble. 

In claim 4, the preamble which reads "A connection verifying structure for a pipe 
and a connector" infers that the pipe and connector are only being functionally claimed. 
Yet the body of the claim positively recites elements of the connector, making it unclear as 
to whether the connector is being claimed in combination with the verifying device. The 
Examiner notes that claim 7, which depends from claim 4, similarly recites the connector. 
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For purposes of examination, the claims have been interpreted as if the connector is 
being claimed in combination with the device. This is applicant's intent and, therefore, 
claim 4 has been amended to recite in the preamble "An assembly for verifying complete 
mechanical connection between a pipe and a connector". The assembly is then recited as 
including the connector, pipe and the verifying device. This is believed to address and 
overcome the Examiner's objection. 

The Examiner also objected to the indentation of the second, third and fourth 
paragraphs of claim 4. However, in view of the amendment to positively recite the 
elements of the connector and the pipe, the indentation of the paragraphs is believed to be 
proper. 

In claim 4, the Examiner has objected to the phrase "the connection engageable 
portion on the non-engageable part of the retainer means", in lines 18-19, as lacking proper 
antecedent basis. In currently amended claim 4, line 21, the word "on" has been changed to 
"and". The phrase now has proper antecedent basis in line 6. 

Claim 5 is objected to as having language that is awkward and confusing. Claim 5 
has been amended in a manner that is believed to use proper grammar and syntax. 

In claim 6, the Examiner finds unclear whether the phrase "opposite axial direction" 
is being used correctly. Also, the phrase "a pair of clip members are connected integrally 
each other" is found awkward and confusing. In addition, the Examiner finds unclear as to 
whether "opposite end portions" is being used correctly in two specific instances. In claim 
6, the Examiner finds unclear the phrase "one axial side". Claim 6 has been extensively 
amended to address all of the foregoing objections and it is believed to now be in condition 
for allowance. Claim 6 has also been amended, in the last line, to change "side" to "end". 
This change is believed to clarify and correct the meaning. 

In claim 9, lines 21-22, the phrase "the connection engageable portion on the non- 
engageable part of the retainer means" is found to lack proper antecedent basis. 
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Claim 9 has been cancelled, but the subject matter thereof incorporated into 
amended claim 10. In lines 23-24 of amended claim 10, the word "on" has been replaced 
with "and" to provide proper antecedent basis for the amended phrase. 

The Examiner also notes that the preamble of claim 9 recites "A connection 
verifying device for a pipe and a connector", thus inferring that the pipe and connector are 
only being functionally claimed. However, claim 10 recites "the stop portion . . . provided 
on the connector", as positively claiming the connector and making it unclear as to whether 
the connector is being claimed in combination with the device. For examination purposes, 
claim 10 has been interpreted as if the connector is being claimed in combination with the 
device. 

Claim 9 has been cancelled and rewritten claim 10, incorporating the subject matter 
of claim 9, now recites elements of the pipe and connector in the preamble, making it clear 
that the pipe and connector are being claimed in combination with the verifying device. 

In claim 12, the Examiner also notes that the preamble infers that the pipe and 
connector are only being functionally claimed, yet the body of the claim recites elements of 
the connector in a manner indicating positive claiming of the connector and thus making it 
unclear as to whether the connector is being claimed in combination with the verifying 
device. Claim 13, which depends from claim 12, also positively recites the connector. 

Claim 12 has been cancelled and the subject matter thereof incorporated into 
amended claim 13. Claim 13 positively recites in the preamble elements of the pipe and 
connector, along with the verifying device, thereby making it clear that the combination is 
being claimed. 

In claim 12, lines 17-18, the Examiner finds lack of proper antecedent basis for the 
phrase "the connection engageable portion on the non-engageable part of the retainer 
means". The Examiner also notes that in line 24 of claim 12, "pip" should be "pipe". 

In amended claim 13, which incorporates the subject matter of claim 12, the lack of 
proper antecedent basis has been corrected (line 1 8) and the word "pipe" has been properly 
spelled. 
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The Examiner also noted that, with respect to claim 13, the number "9" in line 2 
should be "12" However, claim 13 is now written in independent form making this 
objection moot. 

In claim 13, line 6, the Examiner noted that "the connection" lacks proper 
antecedent basis. This phrase has been changed to "the connector" in the last line of 
amended claim 13, with proper antecedent basis provided by the recitation of "a generally 
cylindrical connector" in line 3 . 

Claims 9 and 12, which were rejected on the prior art, have been cancelled. 
Remaining claims 1, 4-8, 10, 11, 13 and 14 have been amended to overcome the indicated 
objections. These claims are now believed to be in condition for allowance and further 
favorable action is respectfully requested. 



Andrus, Sceales, Starke & Sawall, LLP 
100 East Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 1 100 
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53202 
Telephone: (4 1 4) 27 1 -7590 
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